12 20.87 years, SD = 8.78) researchers. Junior researchers had been in academia between 2 and 9 years and the range for senior researchers was from 10 to 48 years. Analysis of variance on the self-ratings revealed a significant main effect for intragroup status, F (1, 64) = 8.50, p = .005. Junior researchers perceived the self as more conformist (M = 4.53, SD = 1.47) than did senior researchers (M = 3.73, SD = 1.57). This main effect, however, was qualified by an interaction between type of researcher and intragroup status, F (1, 64) = 7.51, p = .008 (see Table 1 ). Simple main effects revealed that junior ingroup researchers perceived the self as more conformist than junior outgroup researchers, F (1, 65) = 5.40, p = .024 (one-tailed). Furthermore, within the ingroup researchers, junior researchers perceived themselves as more conformist than senior researchers, F (1, 65) = 13.16, p < .001 (one-tailed). The remaining two simple main effects were not significant. 2 Furthermore, the effects of status and group membership only emerged on self-ratings; there were no main or interaction effects on other-ratings, all F' s < 1.34. Consistent with predictions, people portrayed themselves to be less conformist the higher status they were, but this effect was only significant when the self-ratings were identifiable to other ingroup members (i.e., other group researchers). Where the audience was not a member of the participant's ingroup, there was no difference in selfperceptions as a function of status. When feeling relatively junior and reporting to relatively high status ingroup members, people may have felt that it is advantageous to portray the self as being open to group influence. However, when feeling relatively senior and communicating with lower status ingroup members, or when communicating Conformity and Intragroup Status 13 with members of a different subgroup, this need to demonstrate one's "groupy" credentials is less strong.
Study 2
Arguably, status was assessed rather indirectly in Study 1 (as the years participants had spent in academia). In Study 2 we improved our design by manipulating intragroup status directly. In this study, undergraduate psychology students completed an e-mail survey that they were led to believe would be identifiable either to a lecturer (making them junior status relative to their audience) or to other undergraduates (making them equal in status relative to their audience). We predicted that intragroup status (junior or equal) would have no effects on other-ratings of conformity, but that it would influence people's self-ratings. Specifically, we predicted that participants in the junior status condition would rate themselves as more conformist than would participants in the equal status condition.
Method

Participants and Design
Respondents were 64 undergraduate psychology students from the University of Exeter (29 first-year, 15 second-year, 15 third-year students, and 5 missing). Data were collected via e-mail, and participation was voluntary. Intragroup status was manipulated (junior versus equal).
Procedure and Measures
An email was sent from a research assistant's account to all undergraduate students (approximately 300 in total). Students were asked to participate in a small pilot survey on how people relate to groups. Intragroup status was manipulated by giving feedback that the data were collected on behalf of the first author of this paper, or that potential pool in the other studies, we decided to keep the 'pilot' very short and we only included single item measures of influence to ensure a good response rate. These items were slightly adjusted and now referred explicitly to comparisons of self and others to the group "psychology students". Items were: "I am easily influenced by other psychology students" and "Other psychology students in general are easily influenced by other psychology students".
Results and Discussion
Preliminary Analyses
Participants did not rate other psychology students as more influenced (M = 4.47, SD = 1.73) than themselves (M = 4.27, SD = 1.71), t (48) = 1.35, p = .184, with both self-ratings and other-ratings significantly below the midpoint of the scale, t (48) = 3.02, p = .004, and t (48) = 2.14, p = .037, respectively. One reason for this finding may be that participants were more hesitant to rate others as conformist when ratings are made in the context of a specific identity (fellow psychology students) than when people are asked to rate conformity of people in general as in Studies 1 and 2.
Subsequent analyses examined the role of audience group membership and intragroup status on the self-ratings and other-ratings of influence. In line with predictions, we found no effects on the other-rating item, and a marginally significant interaction between audience group membership and intragroup status on the self-rating item, F (1, 45) = 3.93, p = .053 (Table 3) . Simple main effect analyses revealed that when addressing an ingroup audience, participants rated themselves as more conformist In sum, junior group members described themselves as more conformist than senior members when they were addressing an ingroup audience, but when they were addressing an outgroup audience the effect disappeared. Of course, admitting to being influenced to ingroup members is more likely to help speed up the acceptance process when addressing an ingroup member than an outgroup member. Thus, this finding provides further evidence for strategic self-presentation by junior group members as well as reinforcing the findings of Study 1.
Study 4
Although we found consistent evidence in all three previous studies for the effects of intragroup status, a weakness of Studies 2 and 3 is that we included equal intragroup status rather than senior intragroup status conditions. In Study 4, we manipulated intragroup status more explicitly by emphasizing participants' junior or senior status relative to a comparison group. In previous studies we manipulated relative status by either allowing the participants to vary across conditions or allowing the audience to vary across conditions, opening up the possibility of confounds. To avoid this, in Study 4 we more directly primed participants to feel junior or senior through the use of instructions. We also included manipulation checks in this study to ascertain that effects are caused by differences in the perception of intragroup status.
Participants then rated the extent to which they conformed to the group "psychology students" and the extent to which they felt psychology students in general conformed to this group. group members will declare their loyalty to the group by habitually admitting to group influence. Rather, for conformity expressions to have their intended strategic impact (i.e., greater acceptance within the group), conformity and emphasizing one's "groupy" credentials has to be normative for the group. Indeed, we would expect that when group norms prescribe independence or individuality, those with low status (compared to high status group members) should strategically present themselves as less conformist than others when their responses are public (see Jetten, Postmes, & McAuliffe, 2002) . The guiding influence of group norms in strategically admitting to being conformist is an avenue for further research.
Final Comments
In the current studies, we show how ratings of conformity changed dramatically depending on whether participants were made to feel junior or senior relative to the audience. People portrayed themselves as independent and non-conformist when they felt relatively senior compared to the audience, or when addressing members of outgroups. But when feeling relatively junior with regard to an ingroup audience, the self-portrait was of a person who is sensitive to the influence of those around them and respectful of group norms. Codol (1984, p.317) once argued that "both conformity and resistance to conformity are fundamentally linked to the image of oneself that one wishes to present to others." In other words, expressions of conformity are intertwined with self-presentational issues (see also Baumeister, 1982; Leary & Kowalski, 1990) .
So the person who presents themselves as a good team player and someone who takes
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into account the views of their boss may present themselves in other contexts as the independent-minded individual who marches to the beat of their own drum. Although on the surface this seems to be a striking double standard, it is one that has an obvious strategic function (Barreto & Ellemers, 1990; Jetten et al., 2003; Noel et al., 1995 , see also Reicher et al., 1995 Spears & Lea, 1994) . In conclusion, if we are interested in finding out the extent to which people think they are susceptible to group influence, we should be mindful of who it is who is doing the asking and the position people have within the group.
While we have stressed the self-presentational function of admitting to being conformist in a group, this should be appreciated in the light of a quest for a greater recognition of the positive aspects of conformity. A group fares well when its members give preference to social goals over their personal goals and when they are generally concerned with maintaining harmony. Although the notion of conformity has negative connotations in many individualistic societies (Hornsey & Jetten, 2004; Kim & Markus, 1999) , admitting to conformity might have more of a positive valence when it is associated with cooperation and following group rules that are essential for group functioning (Tyler & Blader, 2000) . In fact, the starting point of classic research on conformity and obedience by Milgram (1963) was that conformity is on the whole positive and functional for the group and that conformity and obedience would only under some conditions lead to uncritical thinking and undesirable behavior. Generally, it is in the interests of a group as a whole to have group members who occasionally set aside personal goals for group goals and who are willing to act in accordance with rules and norms of the group (Turner, 1991) and actually admit to value such behaviors. It is Conformity and Intragroup Status 30 this positive value that groups place on conformity that affects self-presentational and strategic expressions of conformity by junior group members. 
